In this study 590 
In this study 590 (Bracht & Hopkins, 1968; Carter & Crone, 1940; Cook, 1955; Weiss & Jackson, 1983) , whereas others reached the opposite conclusion (Birenbaum & Tatsuoka, 1987; Coombs, Milholland, & Womer, 1956 ; Heim & Watts, 1967; Traub & Fisher, 1977; Vernon, 1962; Ward, Frederiksen, & Carlson, 1980 Brown, 1976; Gillund & Shiffrin, 1984) . The recall/recognition paradigm encompasses differences in verbal abilities tested by means of open-ended and multiple-choice items (Doolittle & Cleary, 1987; Murphy, 1982; Ward, 1982; Ward et al., 1980) , as well as the assessment of partial knowledge measured by means of multiple-choice items (Coombs et al., 1956) .
The lack of a theoretical framework might be one of the reasons for the different research con- clusions. For (Hogan, 1981; Mellenbergh, 1971 (Hurd, 1930; Paterson, 1926 (Traub & Fisher, 1977) , it is questionable whether the same traits are measured on the first and on the last administration.
The administration procedures can be improved by randomizing the tests administered on each occasion (Hogan, 1981) . In (Lord & Novick, 1968, p. 138 (Benson, 1981; Benson & Crocker, 1979;  Kinney & Eurich, 1938; Samson, 1983; Shohamy, 1984) (Carter & Crone, 1940; Croft, 1982; Frary, 1985; van den Bergh, 1987 (Guilford, 1971 (Guilford, , 1979 Guilford & Hoepfner, 1971 Spache, 1963) .
The difference between recognition and recall can be translated into semantic si abilities. Recall, which refers to the retrieval of items from memory storage in order to meet certain objectives, can be assigned to the si abilities of divergent and convergent production (Guilford, 1971 (Guilford, 1979; Hoeks, 1985; Meuffels, 1982) ; for instance word knowledge, or cmu, is one of the best (single) predictors of reading comprehension (C~uilford, 1979; Hoeks, 1985; Mezynsky, 1983; Stemberg & Powell, 1983 The role of memory abilities is emphasized in current theories of text comprehension. In these models it is asserted that (experienced) readers identify and relate text topics as they read (Just & Carpenter, 1980; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Lorch, Lorch, & Matthews, 1985) . Hence the answering of reading comprehension items might require the activation and revision of the text representation (Lorch, Lorch, & Mogan, 1987) . Therefore, an efficient method of encoding information seems crucial. The import of topic structure might then be reflected in the memory for semantic systems (MMS) and the evaluation of semantic systems (EMS); see Ackerman (1984a Ackerman ( , 1984b (Gulliksen, 1950 Table  2 ). For every ability a choice was made of two of the three tests designed to measure a specific si ability (van den Bergh, 1989 Bergh, 1989) were selected (see Table 2 ). Bergh, 1989) .
As can be seen in Table 2 (Biemiller, 1977;  Klein-Braley, 1983; Neville & Pugh, 1977) Table 3 shows the fit of all three models for both variable sets. It can be seen in Table 3 Table 5 ).
The interaction between the (2 x ) four cell-frequencies in Table 5 for the high-divergent-production ability group was tested by estimating this effect in a loglinear model (Fienberg, 1980) by where J1ijk ln(llCateS the interaction ettect between reading and evaluation ability for the high-divergent-production ability group, and J3ijk is a contrast Table 6 presents the results of this analysis for both divergent-production abilities.
The data in Table 6 imply that both effects were significant. Students (Sternberg, 1980) . (Gipps, Steadman, Black- 
